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TERMS OF REFERENCE 

“To investigate and report upon the technical and operational aspects of those suggestions made 
in the County of London Plan of 1943, which relate to the main line and suburban railway system 
of London, both surface and underground, bearing in mind that these suggestions are intended to 
contribute towards and form part of a comprehensive scheme for the re-development of the area in 
question. 

The Committee should include in their examination of the problem any alternatives to or modifi- 
cation of the suggestions made in the plan which the Railway Companies or the London Passenger 
Transport Board may wish to submit, and should have due regard to the requirements of traffic and to 
the convenience of the travelling public, and to any schemes of improvements which the Railway 
Companies and the London Passenger Transport Board may have in mind.” 

The Committee were further requested to take into consideration the relevant recommendations 
of the City of London and Greater London Plans. 



1 





FINAL 


R 


EPORT 


TO THE 
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. A 


LFRED BARNES, M.P., 


Sir, 


MINISTER 


OF 


TRANSPORT 



As foreshadowed in our report of the 21st January, 1946, we have considered the recommendations 
made in the County of London Plan as regards the railway terminals north of the Thames, except 
those of the Southern Railway, and also in respect of freight traffic and distribution. 

Throughout this report, which was largely completed before the end of 1947, we have referred 
to the various railways by the names applicable to them before their transfer to the British Transport 
Commission on the 1st January, 1948. 



PART I 

THE FUTURE OF THE RAILWAY TERMINALS IN LONDON NORTH 
OF THE THAMES— EXCEPT THOSE OF THE 
SOUTHERN RAILWAY 

1. Recomfhendations in the County of London Plan as regards the Northern Terminals. 

The Plan contains the following suggestions : — 

(a) The reconstruction of Fenchurch Street Station “ at a more convenient level ” (with 
a view to the elimination of the approach viaduct) on a site adjacent to the “A” 
Ring Road. 

(, b ) The setting back of Liverpool Street Station “ partly to clear it of the confusion of 
narrow thoroughfares in- the vicinity” by constructing a new main line passenger 
terminal on the site of Bishopsgate Goods Station, where it would be adjacent to the 
“A” Ring Road. 

(c) The utilization of the present site of Liverpool Street Station for an underground 
station for suburban lines. 

( d ) The construction of a low level loop to connect the new suburban passenger terminal 
at Liverpool Street with the new station replacing the existing one at Fenchurch Street. 

(e) The improvement of King’s Cross. 

(/) The combination of Euston and St. Pancras. 

(g) The enlargement and bringing forward of Paddington. 

0 

The Plan makes no recommendation with regard to Marylebone, which it assumes will remain as 
at present. There is no mention of Broad Street. 

2. Fenchurch Street. — -This station serves that part of the City adjacent to the London Docks and 
the warehouses of the Upper and Lower Pools. 

The London and North Eastern and London Midland and Scottish Railways operate services 
between Fenchurch Street and the residential areas of south and central Essex. Over 17,000 passengers 
arrive during the morning peak hours. Direct interchange with the London Transport lines is not 
available, but Tower Hill (formerly Mark Lane) Station on the District Line is within two minutes’ 
walking distance. 

From Fenchurch Street the railway is carried on viaduct to Bow Junction, a distance of 
approximately 3 miles. Apart from the passenger terminal, there are a number of important goods 
depots on this high level line, and the freight traffic amounts to approximately 2,000 wagons a day. 

The bulk of the passengers arriving at Fenchurch Street consists of a regular daily business traffic, 
and the destinations of the large majority are either in the City within easy walking distance of 
Fenchurch Street, or in areas further west, to which they proceed by walking to Tower Hill Station 
and then by District Line. To reconstruct the station further east on the “A” Ring Road would 
create a demand for road services, which would be uneconomic and add to the congestion of the City 
streets. As for passengers with destinations further west, the proposals in the County of London 
Plan would deprive them of the present easy connection with the existing District Line. Hence, we 
cannot agree that it is desirable to abandon the existing site for one much less convenient to the needs 
of the large majority of the passengers. 
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It also appears that nothing would be gained by reconstructing the station at a lower level, as it 
would be necessary to retain the present approach viaduct throughout the greater part of its length in 
order to preserve rail access to the goods depots to which reference has already been made. These 
depots serve the domestic and shipping trades which are carried on in tKe adjacent areas, and unless 
the removal of these trades is contemplated — there is no suggestion of this in the Plan — it is essential 
that they should be retained. 

Passengers between London and stations on the London Midland and Scottish Tilbury and 
Southend lines travel either from the Fenchurch Street terminal, or from District and Metropolitan 
Line stations via the Whitechapel and Bow Joint Line. The traffic has already reached saturation 
point, and is likely to be still further increased by new housing development in South Essex. In order 
to meet this situation, consideration is being given to a scheme which may involve the provision of 
additional tracks and the electrification of the lines to Tilbury and Southend. Convenient City 
terminal facilities, however, would still be required, and it is unlikely that such a scheme, if carried 
through, would influence the present location of Fenchurch Street Station. 

3. Liverpool Street. — Tins station, which is the terminus of the Eastern Section of the London 
and North Eastern Railway, occupies an important site within the City of London. The volume of 
traffic dealt with during the peak hours is greater than at any other London terminal station ; and 
although a fair percentage of the passengers interchange with other means of transport, the majority 
are engaged in business within a short radius of the station. There are connections to the West End 
and to all the important rail terminals in London by London Transport railways and buses. 

Prior to 1874, the terminus of the former Great Eastern Railway was at Bishopsgate, but its use 
for passenger traffic was discontinued in that year upon the opening of the extension lines from Bethnal 
Green to Liverpool Street. The Plan, therefore, proposes to re-establish the passenger station on a 
site which was abandoned as unsuitable over seventy years ago. 

As in the case of Fenchurch Street, and for similar reasons, we cannot agree that it is desirable 
to abandon the existing site for-one further from the destinations of the large majority of incoming 
passengers, and which would deprive them of interchange with the London Transport underground 
system. The suggested loop from Fenchurch Street would not overcome this disability, neither would 
it assist in the transfer of traffic between Liverpool Street (Suburban) and Bishopsgate (Main Line). 
It is unnecessary to stress the inconvenience which would be caused to City passengers if their trains 
terminated at Bishopsgate. Further, if the Bishopsgate site were utilized for a passenger station, the 
goods station would have to be moved, and it is not clear that a convenient alternative site could be 
found. 

We would also point out that if the proposals in the Plan were carried through and an under- 
ground station for suburban lines constructed under the present site of Liverpool Street Station, it 
would be necessary to build an additional station on the suburban lines below the new main line 
passenger terminus at Bishopsgate in order to provide convenient interchange facilities. 

In our view, planning considerations would be adequately met by reconstructing Liverpool Street 
on its present site at two levels (the lower level being occupied by the rail tracks and platforms, while 
on the upper or street level there would be a station concourse with buildings providing appropriate 
passenger amenities) provided that it were possible to leave room at the upper level for the formation 
of new public roads across part of the site, including a bus stand. As no detailed scheme has yet been 
worked out, it is not possible to say definitely whether this is practicable. Such a solution, moreover, 
would be contingent upon the elimination of steam working, either by electrification or possibly by 
diesel or gas turbine traction if difficulties of exhaust fumes can be overcome. 

4. Broad Street. — This station serves as a City terminus for passenger traffic from suburban 
stations on the North-Western section of the London Midland and Scottish Railway and the former 
Great Northern lines of the London and North Eastern Railway. It is constructed on two levels, 
the high level being for passengers and freight and the low (i.e., street) level for freight only. The 
railway leading to the station is carried on viaduct from Dalston Junction, a distance of two miles. 
The goods station covers an extensive area on both high and low levels, and deals with a large volume 
of traffic to and from the City. 

We have considered the feasibility of amalgamating Broad Street and Liverpool Street Stations, 
but have come to the conclusion that, while it would be possible to construct a new underground line 
from Dalston Junction to divert passenger traffic from Broad Street to Liverpool Street, it would still 
be necessary to retain the goods station at Broad Street on its present site, together with the viaduct 
approach thereto. Consequently, we do not think that anything would be gained by amalgamating 
the passenger stations, and the cost would be formidable. 

5. King’s Cross. — The London and North Eastern Railway Company had plans in hand for 
rebuilding King’s Cross on its present site. This accords with the recommendation in the County 
of London Plan, and will provide a desirable improvement. 

6. Euston and St. Pancras. — In 1935 the London Midland and Scottish Railway Company 
considered the possibility of amalgamating the passenger terminals either : — 

(a) by building a new through station situated between the two existing stations, or 

(b) by extending Euston to accommodate the trains now dealt with at the two stations. 
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The Company concluded that proposal ( a ) would require 55 acres of land to accommodate the 
necessary 22 platforms, with 4 roadways between platforms. Carriage sidings would also have to be 
provided at each end of the station, to which trains could be drawn forward and where they could 
be re-marshalled, cleaned and re-equipped, and investigation proved that it was not practicable to 
provide the necessary accommodation except on the sites of the two existing stations. Therefore, 
instead of land being released for other purposes, an additional area of valuable property to the extent 
mentioned above would have to be acquired for such a scheme. There would be fundamental 
operating objections to a long-distance express from, say, Crewe on the Western Division forming 
an outward express to, say, Leeds on the Midland Division. Furthermore, the new station would 
be on curve, and the approach gradients, rising steeply through curves, would be unsatisfactory. 

The Company found that alternative proposal ( b ) would involve the widening and lengthening of 
Euston Station, the extension of Camden Town Locomotive Shed, the provision of extensive sidings on 
land now occupied by roads and buildings, and a new connecting line in tunnel between the Western and 
Midland Divisions. These and other extensive works, both in tunnel and on the surface, would be 
additional to any required at deep level for suburban trains either under the scheme proposed in our 
previous report (Route 2) or under any alternative. The Company also concluded that the proposal 
would present serious operating difficulties, possibly rendering satisfactory working impracticable, 
and it would require thirty additional acres of land against the release of eleven at St. Pancras. 

Broadly speaking, we accept the conclusion reached by the Company that, apart from the 
magnitude of the expenditure involved, the technical disadvantages of amalgamating the two stations 
would far outweigh the advantages. Even if these could be overcome there is a limit to the size of 
a terminal at which services can be satisfactorily operated. There is also the general planning aspect, 
to which we drew attention in paragraph 12 of our previous report, namely, “ ... it is fortunate that 
past railway competition has brought about a profusion of stations in London conveniently placed 
for business communities . . . The resulting spread of their daily inflow and outflow has been an 
advantage rather than a disadvantage . . .” We therefore see no reason to question the decision of 
the Company to retain the two stations as separate entities on their present sites. 

We would record that in 1936 the Company obtained statutory authority for the reconstruction 
and replanning of Euston, but work was stopped by the war. In 1945, however, a revised scheme 
was submitted for your approval, and was referred to us in October of that year. We expressed the 
view that nothing in our previous report (then under preparation), nor in any subsequent report, would 
be likely to conflict with the scheme as amended, and your approval was signified in the following 
month. The reconstruction will effect much-needed improvement for handling mails and parcels 
traffic, with better facilities for passengers and a larger concourse, while retaining the Great Hall and 
the Doric Arch. We would express the hope that these works will be brought to fruition as soon as 
conditions permit. 

7. Marylebone. — This station, which was the last of the main line terminals to be constructed in 
London north of the Thames, provides adequate facilities foi the present traffics. If suburban traffic 
were removed as a result of carrying out the schemes proposed in our previous report, there would 
be spare facilities at Marylebone which could usefully relieve congestion elsewhere. The Planners 
assume that it will remain as at present, and we see no reason to question this assumption. • 

8. Paddington. — The Planners recommend that the station should be enlarged ; they also consider 
that it lacks co-ordination with the street system and Hyde Park, and for this reason they suggest that 
the frontage should be brought forward to a position adjacent to the “A” Ring Road at Sussex 
Gardens. If traffic considerations make it desirable, it appears feasible to widen the station to permit 
the addition of four more platform faces. In our view, it would be practicable and advantageous to 
bring the frontage into direct relation with the “A” Ring Road. It is thought that this might be 
effected without altering the level of the Inner Circle. 

9. Relief to Northern Terminals. — It is relevant at this point to mention that the projected under- 
ground routes of our previous report would afford relief to the northern terminals with resultant 
improvement in conditions. The routes and terminals affected are given in the following table : — 

Terminal Railway Projected Route 

Giving Relief 

Liverpool Street . . . . . . L.N.E.R. . . 1 and 9 

Broad Street . . . . . . . . L.M.S.R. . . . . 2 

, King’s Cross . . . . . . L.N.E.R. . . . . 6 and 8 

St. Pancras . . . . . . L.M.S.R. . . . . . . 4 

Euston . . . . . . L.M.S.R. 2 

Marylebone . . . . . . L.N.E.R. . . . . 3 

Paddington . . . . . . G.W.R. 3 and 5 

10. City Consultants’ Report. — The Final Report on Reconstruction in the City of London by 
Dr. C. H. Holden and Professor W. G. Holford, the Joint Consultants appointed for the purpose by 
the City Corporation, was produced after the Committee’s deliberations on the future of the Northern 
Terminals, but it has not been found, on examination of the Consultants’ proposals, that they invalidate 
the conclusions we reached. 
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11. Summary of conclusions. 

(i) Fenchurch Street Station should be retained on its present site. To set It bgck to the “A” 
Ring Road would cause inconvenience to the great majority of the passengers, and could not be 
justified. Neither would anything be gained by reconstruction at a lower level, since it would be 
necessary to retain most of the existing approach viaduct to preserve rail access to the various goods 
depots which it serves. (Paragraph 2) 

(ii) At Liverpool Street, planning requirements could be met, subject to the elimination of steam 
traction, by reconstructing the station on the existing site at two levels, provided it proves possible to 
leave room at the upper level for the formation of new public roads across part of the site, including 
a bus stand. As in the case of Fenchurch Street, the transfer of the station to a position further east 
could not be justified. (Paragraph 3) 

(iii) The amalgamations of Broad Street and Liverpool Street stations, and of Euston and 
St. Pancras, are not recommended. In the latter case the technical disadvantages of amalgamation 
would far outweigh the advantages. (Paragraphs 4 and 6) 

(iv) The existing stations at Broad Street, St. Pancras and Euston, as also those at King’s Cross 
and Marylebone, should be retained or reconstructed on their present sites. (Paragraphs 4 to 7) 

(v) The proposal to bring forward the frontage of Paddington to the “A” Ring Road is endorsed. 
(Paragraph 8) 



PART II 

FREIGHT TRAFFIC AND DISTRIBUTION 

12. The County of London Plan. — The Plan states that improvement is needed in the collection 
and delivery of goods and in the facilities for heavy goods transport. It includes certain specific 
suggestions to improve rail connection between the north and south banks, particularly near the docks, 
and to provide more direct east- west routes. 

These are : — 

( a ) The use of the northern section of the existing Metro-District Inner Circle as a goods 
line for distribution in the central area, especially to and from the markets, and utilizing 
the existing connections at Bishop’s Road, Paddington and King’s Cross. 

(b) The continuation of this goods ring to the south side. 

(c) An outer goods ring or marshalling route, near the county boundary, with a cross-river 
tunnel at Greenwich ; short links only to existing lines would be needed to complete 
this circuit. 

In addition, it is suggested that investigation should be made into : — 

(d) The elimination of smaller yards and the creation of a few efficiently operated large ones, 
one object being to release land for other use. 

(e) The possibilities of the silo method of coal storage. 

(/) The need for better access to the future main markets. (The decentralization of the 
existing main markets is recommended on various grounds apart from transport.) 

(, g ) The electrification of all fines leading into London, both main and suburban, from 
selected points (as may be most practicable) within the outer-London region, together 
with the provision of suitable traction for goods transport. 

13. The Greater London Plan — paragraphs 191 - 201 . — The Plan does not suggest any radical 
alteration in railway freight traffic facilities apart from the adaptation and extension of certain branch 
lines north of London to form a circular or orbital route at a radius of 20-25 miles, to link up the 
Midlands and the North-West with some of the proposed satellites and to link together various regional 
places. The suggested route would be formed between Watford and Chelmsford. 

14. Evidence upon freight working, and progress of the Committee. — We have received a consider- 
able amount of evidence bearing upon freight services in the London area, but the Railways have been, 
and still are, engaged upon detailed investigations of the problems involved. These investigations 
are not likely to be completed for some time, and meanwhile it would be premature either to pass 
judgment upon the proposals already enumerated, or to put forward alternatives. Although the 
general trend of commercial and industrial development in and around London is becoming more 
clearly defined, it is still difficult to see how traffic will be affected by planned decentralization to outer 
areas and to the provinces. Further, the future balance between road and rail is uncertain, and the 
full effects of mechanized road delivery upon railway working have not yet become apparent. 

For these reasons we do not feel able (with one exception as noted in paragraph 16) to 
reach definite conclusions on the above-mentioned suggestions. There are, however, certain 
observations derived from the evidence we have been able to obtain which it may be useful to record. 

15. London freight exchange. — The flow of traffic for exchange via London junctions is mainly 
between the Northern Lines (L.M.S. and L.N.E.) and the Southern Railway, with a secondary flow 
between the east and west (L.N.E. and G.W.). The magnitude of these exchanges is indicated by the 
following figures : — 
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NORMAL DAILY EXCHANGE OF WAGONS via LONDON JUNCTIONS 





North to South 


South to North 


L.M.S. (Mid. Div.)— S.R. 


Wagons 


Wagons 


S.E. & C. via Widened Lines. . 


400 


400 


L.B. & S.C. via Widened Lines \ . . 


■' 18?} 265 


19 o } 265 


L.B. & S.C. via Barnes . . J 


L. & S.W. via Feltham 


530 


450 


L.M.S. (West Div.)— S.R. 


1,195 


1,115 


S.E. & C. via W.L. Extension 


230 


220 


L.B. & S.C. via W.L. Extension 


215 


270 


L. & S.W. via Kew 


450 


400 


L.N.E. (G.N.) — S.R. 


895 


890 


Via Met. Widened Lines 

L.N.E. (G.E.)— S.R. 


786 


652 


Via East London Line 

L.N.E. (G.C.) — S.R. (L.S.W.) 


153 


224 


Via Neasden and Feltham 


120 


120 




S. West to 


S. East to 


G.W.R.— S.R. 


S. East 


S. West 


Via Old Oak Common and Norwood 


120 


120 


Via Old Oak Common and Hither Green . . 


120 


120 




240 


240 


L.N.E. (G.E.) — G.W.R. 


East to West 


West to East 


Temple Mills — Acton 

L.N.E. (G.N.)— G.W.R. 


306 


258 


Ferme Park — Acton 

L.M.S.— L.N.E. (G.E.) 


137 




Via Willesden and Temple Mills 
G.W.R.— L.M.S. (L.T.S.) 


150 


150 


Via Acton and Plaistow 


100 


100 


The above figures refer to the major exchange routes 


between railways in 


the County of London. 


If these figures are taken as a basis, it is estimated that the daily volume of exchange traffic via 


proposed inner and outer goods rings would be as shewn below : — 




Affecting Inner Goods Ring 






North to South 


South to North 




Wagons 


Wagons 


L.M.S. (Mid.) — S.R. (S.E. Sec.) via W. Lines 


400 


400 


„ „ — „ (Brighton) „ „ „ 


80 


75 


„ „ — „ ( „ ) „ Barnes 


185 


190 


„ (West)— „ (S.E. Sec.) „ W.L. Ext. 


230 


220 


„ „ — „ (Brighton) „ „ „ 


215 


270 


L.N.E. (G.N.) — „ via Widened Lines 


786 


652 


„ (G.E.)- „ „ E.L.L 


153 


224 




2,049 


2,031 




S. West to 


S. East to 




S. East 


S. West 


"G.W.R. — S.R. via Old Oak Common and Norwood 120 


120 


G.W.R. — „ ,, Old Oak Common and Hither Green 120 


120 




240 


240 


TOTAL via INNER GOODS RING 


2,289 


2,271 



4,560 
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Affecting Outer Goods Ring (Exclusive of Inner Goods Ring) 



East to West 



West to East 
258 



L.N.E. (G.E.l — G.W.R. via Temple Mills and Acton 306 
L.N.E. (G.N.) — G.W.R. via Ferme Park and Acton 137 

L.N.E. (G.E.) — L.M.S. via Temple Mills and 



(W. Sec.) Willesden 150 



150 

100 



L.M.S. (L.T.S.) — G.W.R. via Plaistow and Acton. . 100 



TOTAL via OUTER GOODS RING 



693 



508 



TOTAL via INNER AND OUTER GOODS RINGS 2,982 



2,779 



5,761 



GRAND TOTAL 



10,321 Wagons 



In addition, there are several minor inter-Company exchange points such as Shepherds Bush 
(G.W.R. and L.M.S. (Western Division)), Finchley Road (L.N.E. (G.C.) and L.M.S. (Midland Divi- 
sion)), Little Ilford (L.N.E. (G.E.) and L.M.S. (L.T.S.)) ; but figures have not been tabulated. 

16. Inner goods ring. — For the reasons given, we cannot assess the urgency of the need for 
additional north-south and east-west goods routes. 

The proposals contained in our previous report necessitate the retention of the northern arc of 
the Inner Circle for passenger traffic, and its transformation into a section of a goods ring cannot be 
recommended. 

17. Outer goods ring. — Railway facilities on the route shown for the outer goods ring already 
exist, apart from the tunnel link at Greenwich and certain short connecting lines, but several sections 
carry passenger traffic and these services cannot be discontinued. The existing cross-river freight 
exchange lines fall short of modern requirements, and a tunnel link at Greenwich would provide some 
improvement ; but it is doubtful whether future traffic requirements would justify both this new 
route and Route 7 (Loughborough Junction to Farringdon) of our previous report. At least one of 
these routes is required as part of the proposal to remove Blackfriars .Railway Bridge and the 
associated railway viaducts ; a careful traffic analysis and detailed engineering estimate would alone 
determine which alternative is preferable. In view of the priority given to Routes 6 and 7 in our 
previous report, this investigation should be undertaken at an early date. 

18. Utilization of land in central areas. — It is undeniable that the Railways and their freight depots 
occupy a great deal of land in London, including a number of valuable central sites. A prospect 
for a real economy in the use of land arises from the possibility of keeping out of the central area some 
of the traffic that now enters it only for trans-shipment to addresses outside the central area. Traffic 
that is collected from, or delivered to, addresses in the central area must be handled by some means 
and, for this traffic, concentration of depots would involve increased use of the streets, although this 
would be neutralized to some extent by the heavier loading of vehicles resulting from this concentration. 

There is some scope for a reduction in the volume of trans-shipment traffic. The Railways are 
progressively putting into force zonal schemes for the whole country, including London. These will 
reduce the traffic handled by London exchange points, as it will then pass in direct truck loads between 
provincial points and the appropriate cartage centre in London or its immediate suburbs. A 
substantial reduction in the volume of traffic for trans-shipment through the London terminals should 
also result. 

The necessary interchange of goods traffic between the London terminals might be kept off the 
streets in part by building an underground railway of small dimensions in tube construction, with 
automatic working similar to the Post Office railway. The initial cost would, of course, be heavy, 
and the route would have to be carefully studied in relation to engineering and traffic considerations, 
but the project is worthy of investigation. 

It would, however, be a mistake to exaggerate the reduction in volume of freight traffic in central 
London that could be achieved in these ways. With freight, as with passengers, the volume of traffic 
passing through central London is small compared with the volume that either originates or terminates 
there. In pre-war years (and presumably in days to come) a high proportion of the traffic carted by 
railway road vehicles within the suggested outer goods ring was concentrated in the E.l, E.C.l, E.C.2, 
E.C.3, E.C.4, W.C.2 and S.E.l postal districts ; and the railway depots in these districts, though 
they occupy valuable sites, have the great practical merit of being close to the points at which the 
traffic arises. The arguments bearing upon the proposal that this traffic should be handled through 
fewer depots than at present are complex. The development of zonal schemes will directly affect, in 
the first place, the terminal depots of the different railways, and it is possible that they will bring 
sufficient relief to these depots so that they could handle some of the traffic now passing through the 
smaller depots. This may, on the one hand, mean a longer average haul to or from the depot, and 
on the other hand, a reduction in the number of vehicles used. The concentration of depots would 
involve the replacement of at least a proportion of the present horse-drawn vehicles by motor vehicles, 
since some of the longer rounds would be beyond the range of the horse, which, with changing wage 
levels, is no longer so predominantly the cheaper unit. 
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We make no claim to have assessed the relative weight that should be attached to these 
considerations. Indeed, we do not think that any answer could be given until the zonal system has 
been worked out and its results can be observed, until the location of the markets has been decided, 
and until the future relation between the carrying capacity of the London streets and the traffic 
desiring to use them becomes clearer than it is to-day. It may well be, however, that certain of the 
smaller depots, or of those occupying particularly valuable sites, could be abandoned. In the East 
End, where severe war damage was sustained by several depots, particularly in the dock area, a scheme 
for concentration and modernization is already under consideration by the Railways. 

19. Coal traffic. — The use of silos for coal traffic has been investigated by the Railways ; but 
before serious consideration can be given to this step, a fundamental alteration will be required in 
the organization of coal marketing to reduce very considerably the number of separate stocks at each 
depot. 

At siding depots the traders rent ground from the Railways and usually provide bins for the 
sub-division of various grades. At one depot before the war there were 27 different fir ms in business 
and it was computed that, in the aggregate, there were nearly 400 separate stocks to be kept. 

This question raises issues which are outside our terms of reference, but it is clear that a more 
concentrated system of handling coal would be of advantage to the Railways and facilitate a better 
use of land. 

20. Re-location of main markets. — In the past the cartage of traffic by the Railways to and from 
the main markets has been a major problem and the service has been uneconomic. It would, therefore, 
be necessary and advantageous to co-ordinate any scheme for market decentralization or market 
re-organization with the Railway studies of goods terminal and exchange problems. It should be 
noted that the Railways already provide market accommodation at some depots ; e.g., for potatoes 
and vegetables at Somers Town and King’s Cross. 

The County of London Plan visualizes the eventual decentralization of the main markets, and 
the opening of new general markets at Marylebone, King’s Cross, and Peckham or Clapham Junction, 
with rail connection. If this is done it will not be possible for all traffic to be rail-borne throughout 
if early morning delivery is still required, on account of the time factor involved in the sorting of 
wagons arriving by the various main routes. Traffic arriving on the line of route on which a particular 
market is situated could be conveyed by rail throughout and an early morning delivery made to the 
market ; and where traffic from other lines is handled in whole train-loads, the trains could be worked 
to rail-connected markets : but time does not permit the re-marshalling of individual wagons, and a 
large volume of traffic would still need to be worked to the main terminals and carted thence to the 
market if it was to arrive in time. Nevertheless, markets could, with advantage, be sited so that 
service could be given by rail throughout from as many producing areas as possible ; and the 
practicability of improving transfer services and the facilities at exchange junctions should be reviewed 
in this connection. An early decision on the location of markets is desirable. 

21. Electrification. — We adhere to the view expressed in paragraph 15 of our previous report. 
As a general proposition, we endorse the proposals of the County of London and the Greater London 
Plans for the electrification of all railways in London, but we would not exclude diesel or gas turbine 
traction. Unlike suburban passenger traffic, however, the electrification of freight traffic in London 
cannot be divorced from the general consideration of the wider question of the electrification of the 
main line railways, a matter which is outside our terms of reference. 

22. Watford-Chelmsford orbital link. — In the Greater London Plan (paragraphs 419-425) it was 
envisaged that six satellite towns would be served by an outer ring electrified railway, to provide a 
connection with the Midlands and North-West. While we understand that three of the satellites, 
and possibly a fourth, will not materialize, there are proposals which visualize increased populations, 
not only at Stevenage and Harlow, but at certain other places in the area concerned, such as Hemel 
Hempstead, St. Albans, Hertford, Ware, Welwyn Garden City and Hatfield. The general managers 
of the main line companies have reported that, for the successful working of such an orbital railway, 
it would be necessary to provide fly-over or burrowing junctions at all intersections with the main lines, 
also adequate facilities for exchange of traffic at these points, as well as four tracks over certain parts 
of the route. This would make the construction very expensive, and more evidence than is now 
available of the likely traffics would be required to justify such an expenditure. 

23. Summary of conclusions. 

(i) Inner goods ring. — The use of the northern arc of the Inner Circle is not recommended, as the 
proposals in our previous report require its retention for passenger traffic. (Paragraph 16) 

(ii) Outer goods ring. — The main work required would be a connecting tunnel under the river at 
Greenwich ; the project requires early investigation in relation to Route 7 of our previous report. 
(Paragraph 17) 

(iii) Land in central areas. — Some concentration of railway depots may be possible as the result of 
zonal schemes now being worked out. Street cartage could be reduced by the construction for goods 
traffic of automatic tube railways similar to that of the General Post Office, and this is worthy of 
investigation. (Paragraph 18) 
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(iv) Coal .— A more concentrated system of handling coal would be of advantage, but some of 
the issues involved are outside our terms of reference. (Paragraph 19) 

(v) Main markets. — Co-ordination between any scheme for market decentralization and railway 
services is essential. An early decision on the location of markets is desirable. (Paragraph 20) 

(vi) Electrification . — The view expressed in our previous report remains unchanged, and the 
proposals of the County of London and Greater London Plans are generally endorsed, but diesel or 
gas turbine traction should not be excluded. Electrification of freight traffic in London must be linked 
with the question of main line electrification, which is outside our terms of reference. (Paragraph 21) 

(vii) Watford- Chelmsford orbital link.— We consider that construction would necessarily be 
expensive, and more evidence than is now available of likely traffics would be required to justify such 
a project. (Paragraph 22) 



24. Suggested procedure.— The adoption of any proposals for the northern terminals and for 
freight traffic must be preceded by considerable preliminary work, similar — but of less magnitude to 
the investigation recommended in paragraph 60 of our previous report. Indeed, before any programme 
for the development of railways in the London area— whether based on our reports or not— can be 
initiated, detailed and thorough examination of technical possibilities and traffic needs will have to 
be carried out. This examination, under present conditions, would take three to four years. In this 
connection, we would point out that the Joint Consultants for the City of London provided in their 
10-year programme for the removal within that time of the railway viaduct from Blackfriars to Holborn, 
and in their 30-year development plan they contemplated street improvements based on the removal 
of Cannon Street Station. 

We recognize the difficulty of reaching decisions in principle, at the present time, upon such major 
projects as those in the County of London Plan, including the development of the south bank of the 
Thames and the elimination of the three cross-river railway bridges concerned. But we would urge 
that such assumptions on these matters of principle should be formulated as working hypotheses as 
would permit a start to be made without further delay on the full examination suggested above. It 
was upon affirmative assumptions on these matters that we based our proposals. Deferment of the 
investigation might result in the hurried adoption, at a later date, of schemes not properly co-ordinated 
with the planning and traffic needs -of the area as a whole. To begin, the investigation now should 
ensure that an acceptable and comprehensive plan, in respect both of passenger and freight traffic, 
will be available when the time comes for undertaking large-scale capital works. 

25. We wish to record our sincere appreciation of the great help received from our joint 
secretaries, Miss Champ and Mr. Stewart Moore, and from other members of the clerical staff. 
Owing to the prompt and able assistance they rendered, the work of the Committee was carried out 
under conditions of maximum efficiency. 

We have the honour to be, Sir, 

Your obedient Servants, 

C. E. INGLIS ( Chairman ) 

GEOFFREY CROWTHER 
F. A. HARPER 
E. J. MISSENDEN 
ALAN MOUNT 
GEORGE L. PEPLER 
J. C. L. TRAIN 
A. B. B. VALENTINE 

H. CHAMP \ Joint 

J. L. STEWART MOORE / Secretaries 

3rd March, 1948. 



(.8350) Wt. 4715— 1388 6/48 I.P.(D)LTD. Gp. 486. 




RAILWAY (LONDON PLAN) 
COMMITTEE 



First Report 

January , 1946 

This Report deals mainly with the problems 
arising in connection with passenger traffic 

It contains a number of far-reaching 
proposals designed to confer immediate bene- 
fits on the travelling public and to provide 
for long-term improvement in the transport 
facilities of the metropolis 

Foolscap folio ii f 26 pages 

3 folded maps 

Price 2s. 6d. By post 2s. 9d. 

OBTAINABLE DIRECT FROM 

HIS MAJESTY’S STATIONERY OFFICE 

London, w.c. 2 . . York House, Kingsway 

Post Orders : P.O. Box No. 569, London, S.E.I 
Manchester 2 . . . . 39-41 King Street 

Edinburgh 2 , . . . . 1 3a Castle Street 

Cardiff . . . - 1 St. Andrew’s Crescent 

Bristol 1 Tower Lane 

Belfast, . . . . 80 Chichester Street 

or through any bookseller 



Crown Copyright Reserved 

LONDON : PUBLISHED BY HIS MAJESTY’S STATIONERY OFFICE 
To be purchased directly from H.M. Stationery Office at the following addresses : 
York House, Kingsway, London, W.C.2 ; 13a Castle Street, Edinburgh, 2 ; 
39-41 King Street, Manchester, 2; 1 St. Andrew’s Crescent, Cardiff ; 
Tower Lane, Bristol, 1 ; 80 Chichester Street, Belfast 
or through any Bookseller 
1948 

Price 9d, net 



S.O. Code No, 55—251. 



